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Disclaimer (1) 
 The screen prints selected for 
this presentation are for 
educational purposes and 
their inclusion does not 
constitute an endorsement of 
an associated product, 
service, place, or institution. 
Disclaimer (2) 
The views and opinions 
expressed in this presentation 
are those of the presenter and 
do not constitute an 
endorsement by Iowa State 
University or its Library. 
PROLOGUE 
http://www.spacepark.city.koriyama.fukushima.jp/ 
Abstract 
 Saturday, April 9, 4:30 - 5:45 p.m.; 200AB 
Quality Assurance in the Age of Author Self-Archiving 
 In the age of author self-archiving, there are forces, 
factors, and influences [MORE]. 
 Gain an understanding of the strengths and weaknesses 
of conventional peer review process and develop an 
awareness of current and Emerging Alternative Models 
to traditional peer review. 
 Presenter(s): Gerry McKiernan, Iowa State University  
http://www.ala.org/ala/acrl/acrlevents/12thnatconf/acrlprogram/contributedpapers/
contributedpapers.htm 
Self-Archiving (1) 
 The submission of electronic 
versions of publications to a central 
or institutional server,  
 or linking to the associated full text 
from a personal or departmental 
homepage  
 represent primary examples of the 
processes of ‘self-archiving’. 
Self-Archiving (2) 
  Self-archiving can be defined as the  
 process of depositing “a digital  
 document  in publicly-accessible 
Website.”   
  Ideally, “depositing involves a simple 
Web interface where the depositer 
[copies]/pastes in the ‘metadata’ … in 
addition to links to  associated full-text 
documents.” 
http://www.eprints.org/self-faq/#self-archiving   
Self-Archiving (3) 
  arXiv.org 
  CogPrints: Cognitive Sciences EPrint Archive 
  DLIST: Digital Library for Information  
Science and Technology 
  E-LIS: E-Prints in Library and Information 
Science 
  Etc. 
http://opcit.eprints.org/explorearchives.shtml 
arXiv.org (1) 
  Established in August 1991 by Paul Ginsparg,  
 Los Alamos National Laboratory (now at Cornell) 
  Originally for High-Energy Physics community; now  
 Physics, Mathematics, Non-linear Sciences, Computer  
 Science 
  Automated the process by which authors could submit 
electronic preprints (or postprints) 
  Allowed researchers and others to directly search and  
 retrieve the full-text of documents 
http://www.public.iastate.edu/~gerrymck/arXiv.org.pdf 
Gerry McKiernan, “arXiv.org: The Los Alamos National Laboratory e-Print 
Server,” International Journal on Grey Literature 1 no. 3 (2000): 127-138. 
arXiv.org (2) 
  314,000+ submissions (April 1, 2005) 
  3 million accesses / month 
  arXiv.org e-print service has also served as  
 ‘... a model of rapid, direct and relatively cheap 
interaction in which researchers participate as 
producers, distributors and users of information’  
  Now owned and operated by Cornell University,  
 and funded by Cornell and the National Science 
Foundation (NSF) 
http://www.public.iastate.edu/~gerrymck/arXiv.org.pdf 
Gerry McKiernan, “arXiv.org: The Los Alamos National Laboratory e-Print 
Server,” International Journal on Grey Literature 1 no. 3 (2000): 127-138. 
Purpose of Self-Archiving 
  “The purpose of self-archiving is to make  
 the full text of the peer-reviewed research 
output of scholars / scientists and their 
  institutions visible, accessible, harvestable, 
searchable and useable by  
  any potential user with access to the 
Internet.” 
 http://www.eprints.org/self-faq/#purpose-self-archiving  
Benefits of Self-Archiving (1) 
MAXIMIZE 
•  Research Access 
•  Research Use 
•  Research IMPACT [Cites]  
   Journal of Postgraduate Medicine 49 no. 4 (October-December 2003): 337-342. 
Stevan Harnad, “Open Access to Peer-Reviewed Research through Author/ 
Institution Self-Archiving: Maximizing Research Impact by 
by Maximizing Online Access,” 
Benefits of Open Access 
 Do Open-Access Articles Have a 
Greater Research Impact? 
    The finding is that, across all four disciplines, 
   [ Philosophy, Political Science, Electrical and   
Electronic Engineering and Mathematics ]  
Freely Available Articles  
  DO HAVE A GREATER RESEARCH IMPACT.  
   http://eprints.rclis.org/archive/00002309/01/do_open_access_CRL.pdf 
Kristin Antelman, “Do Open Access Articles Have a Greater Research 
Impact, College & Research Libraries 65 no. 5 (September 2004): 372-382.  
Harnad (1) 
 For a Stevan Harnad - a vocal proponent  
 of author self-archiving and a leader in  
 the Open Access movement - , and 
 others,  however, e-print archives  
 are not, and have never been, ‘merely 
 ‘preprint  archives’ for unrefereed 
 research” (emphasis added). 
   Journal of Postgraduate Medicine 49 no. 4 (October-December 2003): 337. 
Harnad (2) 
 Authors can self-archive therein all the 
 embryological stages of the research 
 they wish to report (pre-refereeing 
 preprints … through successive 
 revisions), till the peer-reviewed journal- 
certified postprint (emphasis added).  
   Journal of Postgraduate Medicine 49 no. 4 (October-December 2003): 337. 
Harnad (3) 
 These could be complemented with any 
subsequent corrected, revised, or 
otherwise updated drafts (post-
postprints), as well as any commentaries 
or responses linked to them. 
Journal of Postgraduate Medicine 49 no. 4 (October-December 2003): 337 
Harnad (4) 
 The “essential difference between 
unrefereed research and refereed 
research is quality control (peer 
review) and its certification (by an 
established peer-reviewed journal of 
known quality).” 
Journal of Postgraduate Medicine 49, no. 4 (October-December 2003): 337 
Harnad (5) 
  “Peer review is not a luxary for research 
and researchers, for certification is 
essential.  
  Without peer review, the research 
literature would be neither reliable nor 
navigable,  
  its quality uncontrolled, unfiltered, un-
sign-posted, unknown and, 
unaccountable.”  
  Journal of Postgraduate Medicine 49, no. 4 (October-December 2003): 338 
Harnad (6) 
  For Harnad, “Human nature being 
what it is, it cannot be altogether relied 
upon to police itself.  
  Individual exceptions there may be, 
but to treat them as the rule would be 
to underestimate the degree to which 
our potential unruliness is vetted  
  by collective constraints, implemented 
formally.  
 http://www.exploit-lib.org/issue5/peer-review 
Harnad (7) 
 “[R]emove that invisible 
constraint – let the 
authors be answerable 
to no one but the 
general users of the 
Archive [arXiv. org] … – 
and watch human 
nature take its natural 
course, standards 
eroding as the Archive 
devolves … 
 http://www.exploit-lib.org/issue5/peer-review 
http://alt-usage-english.org/excerpts/fxgotohe.html 
Harnad (8) 
 …. toward the canonical state of unconstrained 
postings: the free-for-all chat-groups of 
Usenet…,  that Global Graffiti Board for Trivial 
Pursuit – until someone re-invents peer review 
and quality control.” 
 http://www.exploit-lib.org/issue5/peer-review 
Harnad (9) 
 Harnad acknowledges that 
  the conventional peer system “is not perfect 
  it … has [however] vouchsafed us our refereed 
journal literature to date, such as it is, and so far  
  no one has demonstrated any viable alternative  
 to having experts judge the work of their peers, 
  let alone one that is at least as effective in 
maintaining the quality of the literature as the 
present imperfect one is.”  
 http://www.exploit-lib.org/issue5/peer-review 
Invisible Hand of  
Classical Peer Review 
“The refereed journal literature 
needs to be freed from both paper 
and its costs, but not from peer 
review, whose ‘invisible hand’ is 
what maintains its quality.” 
     Stevan Harnad   
   Stevan Harnad, “The Invisible Hand of Peer Review,”  Exploit Interactive no. 5 (April 2000).  
http://www.exploit-lib.org/issue5/peer-review/ 
Invisible Hand of  
Classical Peer Review 
Invisible Hand of  
Classical Peer Review 
http://www.presidentmoron.com 
Peer Review  
  Overall, "the underlying strength of 
editorial peer review is  
  the concerted effort by large numbers of 
researchers and scholars who work 
  to assure that valid and valuable works 
are published, and  
  conversely to assure that invalid or non-
valuable works are not published.” 
Anne C. Weller, Editorial Peer Review: Its Strengths and Weaknesses 
(Medford, NJ: Information Today, 2001). PAGE 
 Hmmm?  
  [?] A concerted effort by large 
numbers of contributors who 
work 
  to assure that valid and valuable 
content is published, and  
  conversely to assure that invalid 
or non-valuable content is not 
published. [?] 
 Can We Say … 
http://www.wikipedia.org 
Wikipedia (1) 
  “Wikipedia's content is created by its users. 
Any visitor to Wikipedia can edit its articles, 
and many do, … .” 
  “Pages are always subject to editing, so no 
article is ever ‘finished.’” 
   “Multiple levels of users exist within 
Wikipedia. Fundamentally, every user may 
edit a page in any way and is on equal 
footing with all others.” 
Wikipedia,“Wikipedia,” 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia#Openly_edited 
Wikipedia (2) 
  “Wikipedia requires that its contributors 
observe a ‘neutral point of view’ and not 
include original research.  
  Neutral point of view, itself ‘non-negotiable’,  
… articulates the encyclopedia's goal as 
"representing disputes, characterizing them, 
rather than engaging in them.” 
Wikipedia,“Wikipedia,” 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia#Policies 
Wikipedia (3) 
  “If achieved, Wikipedia would not be written 
from a single ‘objective’ point of view, but rather 
fairly present all views on an issue, attributed to 
their adherents in a neutral way. It states that 
views should be given weight equal to their 
standing.” 
  Original research is also not allowed, 
Wikipedians arguing such material cannot be 
properly attributed under neutral point of view 
or proved to be factually accurate.” 
Wikipedia,“Wikipedia,” 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia#Openly_edited 
But I Digress …. 
Peer Review: Purposes 
C. M. Olson, “Peer Review of the Biomedical Literature,” American 
Journal of Emergency Medicine 8 no.4 (July 1990): 356-368.. 
Peer review helps to ensure that published research is: 
Important Original 
Timely Technically-reliable 
Internally consistent Well-presented 
Benefited from guidance by experts 
“Peer review is slow, expensive, 
profligate of academic time, highly 
subjective, prone to bias, easily 
abused, poor at detecting gross 
defects, and almost useless in 
detecting fraud.” Richard Smith 
Peer Review Problems (1) 
Richard Smith, “Opening Up BMJ Peer Review,” 
BMJ 318 (7175) (January 2 1999): 4-5. 
http://bmj.bmjjournals.com/cgi/content/full/318/7175/4 
prof·li·gate 
  Main Entry: prof·li·gate   
Pronunciation: 'prä-fli-g&t, -"gAt 
Function: adjective 
Etymology: Latin profligatus, from past 
participle of profligare to strike down, from pro- 
forward, down + -fligare (akin to fligere to 
strike); akin to Greek phlibein to squeeze 
1 : completely given up to dissipation and 
licentiousness 
2 : wildly extravagant : PRODIGAL 
- prof·li·gate·ly adverb  
http://www.m-w.com/ 
Peer Review Problems (2) 
  Subjectivity  
•  Summary rejections by editor without sending the 
paper to referees; choice of referees by the editor 
  Bias 
•  Discrimination against authors because of their 
nationality, native language, gender or host 
institution 
•  situations where author and referee are 
competitors in some sense, or belong to 
competing schools of thought 
Peer Review Problems (3) 
  Abuse 
• too many articles out of one piece of research, 
or duplicate publication 
• intellectual theft: omission or downgrading of 
junior staff by senior authors 
• plagiarism  
• delaying publication of potentially competing 
research 
Peer Review Problems (4) 
  Detecting defects 
• Identification of factual errors within 
submission 
  Fraud misconduct 
• Fabrication of results; falsification of data false 
claim of authorship for results 
Fytton Rowland,  
"The Peer-Review Process," Learned Publishing 15 no. 4 (October 
2002): 250-251. Report version available at http://www.jisc.ac.uk/
uploaded_documents/rowland.pdf 
Jan Hendrik Schön 
Bell Labs physicist fired for misconduct 
25 September 2002 
A physicist at Bell Labs has been sacked  for 
falsifying and fabricating data in a series of  
high-profile papers on superconductivity and 
molecular electronics. Jan Hendrik Schön was 
fired today after an investigation committee 
found him guilty of "scientific misconduct" on  
16 out of 24 charges.  
http://physicsweb.org/articles/news/6/9/15 
Jan Hendrik Schön (2)  
Papers in Question 
  Applied Physics Letters (4) | Journal of Applied Physics (1) 
 | Nature (5) | Physica Status Solidi B (2) |  
| Physical Review B  (2) | Science (8) | Synthetic  Metals (1) 
|  
| Thin Solid Films (1) | 
http://www.lucent.com/news_events/researchreview.html 
| 
Invisible Hand(s) 
Invisible Hand(s) of  
Peer Review 
 There are forces, factors, and 
influences other than pending 
classical peer review that assure 
the quality of scholarship before 
formal publication. 
  Personal reputation 
  Institutional review 
  Professional respect  
  Peer pressure 
  Critical peer response 
  Invisible College 
  Institutional repositories 
  Self-correcting 
dynamics 
  Self-archiving process 
itself 
  Action Learning 
Invisible Hand(s) of  
Peer Review 
 Gerry McKiernan, “Invisible Hand(s): Quality Assurance in the Age of  
Author Self-Archiving,” Jekyll.comm  6 (September 2003) 
* TOTAL QUALITY SCHOLARSHIP * 
http://jekyll.comm.sissa.it/commenti/foc06_01.pdf 
Institutional Review 
 The Guild Publishing model is “based on the 
practice of academic departments and research 
institutes publishing their own locally 
controlled series of working papers, technical 
reports, research memoranda, and occasional 
papers” where “[t]he quality of research 
represented in these manuscripts series relies 
on the professional status of the sponsoring 
guild.”  
Rob Kling, Lisa Spector, and Geoff McKim, “Locally Controlled Scholarly Publishing 
 via the Internet: The Guild Model,”  
Journal of Electronic Publishing 8  no. 1 (August 2002) 
http://www.press.umich.edu/jep/08-01/kling.html 
Guild Model (1) 
The Guild Model offers several major benefits  
that include: 
  rapid access to new research 
  quality indicators through restricted guild 
membership 
  localized, easy setup 
  compatibility with other forms of online and 
journal publishing, and  
  relatively low cost 
Rob Kling, Lisa Spector, and Geoff McKim, “Locally Controlled Scholarly Publishing via 
the Internet: The Guild Model,”  
Journal of Electronic Publishing 8 no. 1 (August 2002) 
http://www.press.umich.edu/jep/08-01/kling.html 
Guild Model (2) 
  Berkeley Roundtable on the International Economy Working 
 Papers 
  http://brie.berkeley.edu/~briewww/research/workingpapers.htm  
  DZero Physics Papers  
(Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory) 
  http://www-d0.fnal.gov/www_buffer/pub/publications.html  
  Harvard Business School Working Papers 
  http://www.hbs.edu/research/workingpapers.htm  
  University of Western Ontario Population Studies Centre 
 Discussion Paper Series 
  http://www.ssc.uwo.ca/sociology/popstudies/dp.html  
Rob Kling, Lisa Spector, and Geoff McKim, “Locally Controlled Scholarly 
Publishing via the Internet: The Guild Model,”  
Journal of Electronic Publishing 8  no. 1 (August 2002) 
http://www.press.umich.edu/jep/08-01/kling.html 
Action Learning (1) 
 “As any practitioner in the total quality field 
will agree, trying to build in quality at the 
end of the production process is far too late. 
The obvious answer is to consider the 
quality aspect of the paper before starting to 
write.” 
Literati Club, “The Peer Review Process,” n.d.   
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/vl=1725562/cl=57/nw=1/rpsv/literaticlub/editors/ 
peer_review.htm  
Action Learning (2) 
 “… [T]he obvious solution [to the inherent 
limitations of conventional manuscript 
preparation and review is] … to intervene 
closer to the point of assembly to help 
authors get their thoughts into better focus 
and to do it before they … [write] their first 
draft.” 
Robert Brown, “Write Right First Time,” Literati Club, Articles on Writing and 
Publishing, Special Issue for Authors and Editors 1994/1995, n.d. http://
www.emeraldinsight.com/rpsv/literaticlub/authors/articles11.htm 
Action Learning (3) 
 “Manuscripts are traditionally reviewed by 
experts at arm's length … [and] [r]eviews 
by journals are usually anonymous. Only 
occasionally does an author have the 
chance to work through a paper in person 
with a reviewer so that they can elaborate 
on points and explore alternatives, … 
Robert Brown, “Write Right First Time,” Literati Club, Articles on Writing and 
Publishing, Special Issue for Authors and Editors 1994/1995, n.d. http://
www.emeraldinsight.com/rpsv/literaticlub/authors/articles11.htm 
  … and it is rare to do this as a group 
exercise where reviewers can build on 
each other's comments.” As succinctly 
stated by Brown, “in TQM, the most 
elementary trap is to try to inspect (edit) 
in quality at the end of the assembly-line 
rather than building it in at the outset.” 
Robert Brown, “Write Right First Time,” Literati Club, Articles on Writing and 
Publishing, Special Issue for Authors and Editors 1994/1995, n.d. http://
www.emeraldinsight.com/rpsv/literaticlub/authors/articles11.htm 
Action Learning (4) 
 TQM incorporates a variety of the 
components of the philosophies and 
theories of W. Edwards Deming  
     | Fourteen Points: Point 3 |  
  “Cease dependence on inspection to 
achieve quality. Eliminate the need for 
inspection on a mass basis by building 
quality into the product in the first place.”  
W. Edwards Deming  
W. Edwards Deming Institute, “Condensation of the 14 Points for 
Management,” c2000.  
http://www.deming.org/theman/teachings02.html  
  “[E]ditorial peer review is a form of inspection 
(Deming Point 3), and represents a quality 
assurance mechanism of an earlier era, and that 
perhaps internal, institutional, or individual quality 
improvement mechanisms … and/or digital 
assurance mechanisms (e.g., downloads, ratings, 
links) hold potential for augmenting/improving/ 
replacing [?] classical peer review in the era of 
TQM and OAI [Open Archives Initiative].” 
Total Quality Scholarship  
Gerry McKiernan, “Total Quality Scholarship,” 
Posting to Web4Lib, July 29, 2003. 
http://sunsite.berkeley.edu/Web4Lib/archive/0307/0254.html  
Scientific Publishing as Rhetoric 
 The problems with peer review become evident 
once the fact that science has a rhetorical element 
is accepted.  
 On the one hand, the traditional mode of peer 
review obscures the problems of reference and the 
rhetorical dimension of science.  
 The rhetorical process which is at the heart of 
science and peer review conveniently disappears 
with the final publication of the manuscript.  
Mike Sosteric, “Interactive Peer Review: A Research Note,” Electronic Journal of 
Sociology 2 no.1 (1996) . http://socserv.socsci.mcmaster.ca/EJS/vol002.001/
SostericNote.vol002.001.html 
‘Ideal Speech Situation’ 
   
 A theoretical construct 
that describes the ideal 
type of interpersonal 
interaction that should 
exist in a rhetorical 
situation. 
Jürgen Habermas 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/J%FCrgen_Habermas 
1.  The ideal speech situation permits each interlocutor 
an equal opportunity to initiate speech; 
2.  There is mutual understanding between 
interlocutors; 
3.  There is space for clarification; 
4.  Each interlocutor is equally free to use … any 
speech act; 
5.  There is equal power over the exchange.  
Mike Sosteric, “ Interactive Peer Review: A Research Note,” Electronic Journal of 
Sociology 2 no.1 (1996) . http://socserv.socsci.mcmaster.ca/EJS/vol002.001/
SostericNote.vol002.001.html 
‘Ideal Speech Situation’ 
   
 As applied in the context of peer review, 
Gross notes that ideally 
  “[S]cientific peer review would permit 
unimpeded authorial initiative, endless 
rounds of give and take, [and] unchecked 
openness among authors, editors, and 
referees.” (Gross, 1990: 137). 
Mike Sosteric, “ Interactive Peer Review: A Research Note,” Electronic Journal of 
Sociology 2 no.1 (1996) . http://socserv.socsci.mcmaster.ca/EJS/vol002.001/
SostericNote.vol002.001.html 
‘Ideal Speech Situation’ 
   
“Let us be imaginative in  
exploring the remarkable possibilities 
of this  
brave new medium.” 
Stevan Harnad, “Implementing Peer Review on 
the Net: Scientific Quality Control in Scholarly 
Electronic Journals, in Scholarly Publication: 
The Electronic Frontier, edited by Robin P. Peek 
and Gregory B. Newby ( Cambridge MA: MIT 
Press, 1996),  115.  
 http://www.ecs.soton.ac.uk/~harnad/Papers/Harnad/harnad96.peer.review.html 
“Peer commentary, after all, whether refereed or not, is 
itself a form of peer review, and hence of quality control. 
My argument here has been on behalf of conventional  
peer review as the principal means of controlling quality, 
whether on paper or on the Net, and whether for target 
articles or commentaries.  
But once such rigorous, conventional constraints are in 
place, there is still plenty of room on the net for 
exploring freer possibilities, and the collective, 
interactive ones, are especially exciting.”  
  http://www.ecs.soton.ac.uk/~harnad/Papers/Harnad/harnad96.peer.review.html 
Harnad (1) 
Wiki (1) 
 The wiki is an emerging Web-based collaborative 
technology that not only has the potential of 
facilitating institutional review and Action 
Learning, but perhaps most importantly, may be 
the ideal mechanism for realizing  
 TOTAL QUALITY SCHOLARSHIP  
 at a variety of levels, and fostering an  
‘Ideal Speech Situation.’ 
Wiki (2) 
 ‘WikiWikiWeb,’ ‘wiki wiki,’ or ‘wiki’ is “a server-
based collaborative tool that allows any authorized 
user to edit pages and create new ones using plain 
text HTML” (Chawner and Lewis 2004, 1).  
‘Wiki wiki’ is a Hawaiian term for ‘quick’ or ‘super-
fast.’ Perhaps the best known public wiki is  
WIKIPEDIA (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Main_Page)  
– the ‘free content encyclopedia’ and the largest 
public wiki with more than 500,000 articles in 
English (March 18, 2005). 
Brenda Chawner and Paul H. Lewis,  
WikiWikiWebs: New Ways of Interacting In a Web Environment . 
http://www.ala.org/ala/lita/litaevents/2004Forum/CS_WikiWikiWebs.pdf  
Wiki (3) 
 Since their initial introduction by Ward Cunningham 
in Spring 1995, wikis have been used for a variety of 
collaborative activities such as: 
•  agenda solicitation and distribution 
•  conference activities  
•  course materials and reports 
•  documentation preparation 
•  minutes preparation and review 
•  organizational news and events 
•  project management 
http://www.jotspot.com/uses/index.php 
Wiki (4) 
 Wikis make it possible for people to collaborate 
in a Web environment by  creating, organizing, 
and maintaining a web site of automatically 
linked pages.   
 At the most basic level, a wiki … “allows any 
authorized user to edit content and add new 
pages, using nothing more than a web browser 
and an HTML form. Simple text-based markup 
is used to format pages.”  
Brenda Chawner and Paul H. Lewis,  
WikiWikiWebs: New Ways of Interacting In a Web Environment . 
http://www.ala.org/ala/lita/litaevents/2004Forum/CS_WikiWikiWebs.pdf  
Wiki (5) 
  “While the idea of letting anyone 
change anything they want may seem 
radical or naive, most … [wikis] have 
features to let community members 
monitor changes, restore previous 
versions of pages, and delete 
unwanted pages.” 
Brenda Chawner and Paul H. Lewis,  
WikiWikiWebs: New Ways of Interacting In a Web Environment . 
http://www.ala.org/ala/lita/litaevents/2004Forum/CS_WikiWikiWebs.pdf  
The Read/Write Web 
   Open access + 
    Open peer review + 
   Open commentary + 
   Discussion 
    WIKI 
Wiki Type Description Restrictions 
Fully Open Original, 57-flavor, open 
community model 
No restrictions 
Lockable All pages public, but 
editing restricted in 
various ways (lockable 
pages) 
Edit 
authentication 
Gate Some pages public (may 
be lockable); other pages 
restricted to registered 
users 
Edit 
authentication 
login sections 
Wiki Types (1) 
  Bo Leuf and Ward Cunningham,  
The Wiki Way: Quick Collaboration on the Web. Boston: Addison-Wesley, 2001, 277 
Members-only All users must be registered; 
may involve further group 
restrictions 
Login to 
wiki 
Firewalled All users must be on specific 
network 
Login to 
system 
Personal  Notework usage on own 
system or private Web site 
directory 
Not 
applicable 
(Web site 
login). 
Wiki Types (2) 
  Bo Leuf and Ward Cunningham,  
The Wiki Way: Quick Collaboration on the Web. Boston: Addison-Wesley, 2001, 277 
“Let us be more imaginative in 
exploring the remarkable 
possibilities of this  
brave new medium.” 
   With Apologies to Stevan Harnad 
Disruptive Technologies (1) 
http://www.claytonchristensen.com 
Disruptive Technologies (2) 
  A Disruptive Technology is a new 
technological innovation, product, or service 
that eventually overturns the existing 
dominant technology in the market, 
   despite the fact that the disruptive 
technology is both radically different than the 
leading technology and that it often 
   initially performs worse than the leading 
technology according to existing measures of 
performance.  
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Disruptive_technology 
Disruptive Technologies (3) 
  The term Disruptive Technology was coined by 
Clayton M. Christensen and described in his 
1997 book The Innovator's Dilemma.  
  In his sequel, The Innovator's Solution, 
Christensen replaced the term with the term 
disruptive innovation because he recognized 
that few technologies are intrinsically disruptive 
or sustaining in character. It is strategy that 
creates the disruptive impact. 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Disruptive_technology 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Disruptive_technology 
Disruptive Technologies (4) 
 By contrast,  
Sustaining Technology  
refers to the successive incremental 
improvements to performance that 
market incumbents incorporate into 
their existing product.  
Sustaining Technologies (1) 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Disruptive_technology 
Sustaining Technologies (2) 
http://www.public.iastate.edu/~gerrymck/PeerSoft.pdf 
Conversational Technologies 
  Discussion forums, wikis, and weblogs 
  Knowledge creation and sharing is carried out 
through a process of discussion with questions and 
answers (discussion forum), collaborative editing 
(wikis), or through the process of storytelling 
(weblogs) 
  Conversational systems capture and represent 
conversations and accommodates contextualization, 
search, and community 
  Offer ease and efficiency of representation and 
sharing  
http://wagnernet.com/tiki/tiki-download_file.php?fileId=7  
Conversational Technologies 
  “The wiki … has as its basic information unit the  
 Comment-on-Topic.  
  Neither time nor user are relevant (for information 
presentation), and the information unit in its most 
updated form represents the best and most timely 
version of thoughts on that topic.  
  Wikis thus permit incremental improvement of an 
information unit.” 
http://wagnernet.com/tiki/tiki-download_file.php?fileId=7  
Christian Wagner and Narasimha Bolloju, “Supporting Knowledge Management in Organization 
with Conversation Technologies: Discussion Forums, Weblogs, and Wikis,” Journal of 
Database Management 16 no. 2 (April-June 2005): i-viii. 
Social Literacies   
  Wikis engender a new form of literacy: a Social 
Literacy  
  In wikis, the process becomes the product 
  In a wiki, writing is so open that it ceases to be owned by 
any single individual.  
  The surprising thing about wikis is that, although all 
the openness sounds like a recipe for disaster, 
committed communities seem to avoid chaos and 
actually manage to give shape to collectively shared 
meaning.  
http://ideant.typepad.com/ideant/2005/03/social_literaci.html 
Ulises Ali Mejias 
Social Literacies: Some Observations about Writing and Wikis  
http://disruptivescholarship.blogspot.com 
Disruptive Scholarship 
 In view of its collaborative features and functionalities, and the 
nature and character of alternative methods of quality 
management outlined, the Wiki environment could provide an 
outstanding framework for  
• preparing 
• editing 
• reviewing  
• assessing 
• publishing 
 for a range of scholarly work, including manuscripts, articles, 
journals, and monographs. 
Disruptive Scholarship Scenarios (1) 
  In one possible wiki-based publication scenario, 
an author would prepare a manuscript draft using 
locally-installed wiki engine software (or institutional 
wiki) that best suits his/her needs or preferences.  
  In a first stage review, colleagues would be invited 
to participate in a review of the draft.  At this stage, 
the author can choose to allow first-stage reviewers 
to edit the text, or limit participation to a discussion 
space. 
Disruptive Scholarship Scenarios (2) 
  At a second stage, known specialists in the 
field(s) covered by the manuscript could be invited 
to review the revised first stage version. As in the 
first stage review, second stage reviewers would 
be granted open permission to edit the manuscript 
text, or be restricted to commenting on its content.  
  At a third – and perhaps final stage - the author 
could request that others (such members of a 
professional electronic discussion list) review and 
edit and/or comment on the new, revised version.  
Disruptive Scholarship Scenarios (3) 
   After final review, the revised final stage 
version could be locked from future discussion or 
editing. The locking of the final version could 
constitute formal publication of the work.  
  Alternatively, the author/editor in chief at some 
later time could unlock the published version and 
invite any reader to discuss and/or edit it, thereby 
creating a ‘living’, dynamic, potentially ever-
changing-and improving document by doing so. 
Disruptive Scholarship Scenarios (4) 
  In this general scenario, there would 
be no editorial evaluation or judgment of 
the initial or subsequent versions of an 
original manuscript by an editor or 
editorial board; at each stage, the author 
would serve as both author and editor in 
chief, and ultimately as publisher of his/
her work.  
“The Net also offers the possibility of 
implementing peer review more 
efficiently and equitably, and of 
supplementing it with what is the Net's 
real revolutionary dimension: 
interactive publication in the form of 
open peer commentary on published 
and ongoing work ...  
  http://www.ecs.soton.ac.uk/~harnad/Papers/Harnad/harnad96.peer.review.html 
Harnad (1) 
“Most of this ‘scholarly skywriting’ likewise 
needs to be constrained by peer review, but 
there is room on the Net for unrefereed 
discussion too, both in high-level peer 
discussion forums to which only qualified 
specialists in a given field have  
READ/WRITE ACCESS,  
and in the general electronic vanity press.” 
  http://www.ecs.soton.ac.uk/~harnad/Papers/Harnad/harnad96.peer.review.html 
Harnad (2) 
READ/WRITE  
ACCESS 
= 
WIKI 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Workshop on the Open Archives Initiative (OAI) 
and Peer Review Journals in Europe   
CERN, Geneva Switzerland, March 22-24, 2001 
“The participants were unanimous in their belief 
that the certification of scholarly work remains a 
fundamental part of a system for scholarly 
communication.” 
“It was [also] generally believed that the electronic 
environment allows for novel approaches to 
accord a stamp of quality to scholarly works.” 
Alison Buckholtz,  Raf Dekeyser,  Melissa Hagemann, Thomas Krichel, and Herbert 
Van de Sompe, “Open Access: Restoring Scientific Communication to Its Rightful 
Owners,” European  Science Foundation Policy Briefing 21 (April 2003): 1-8. 
http://www.esf.org/publication/157/ESPB21.pdf 
Jean-Claude Guédon 
 “… [In] the digital world, the evaluation 
process stands ready to be reinvented 
in a clear, rational way by the relevant 
research communities themselves.” 
Jean-Claude Guédon, 
In Oldenburg’s Long Shadow: Librarians, Research Scientists, 
Publishers,  
and the Control of Scientific Publishing. 
Washington, D.C.: Association of Research Libraries, 2001, 54. 
http://www.arl.org/arl/proceedings/138/guedon.html 
 The significance and value of the work 
would be based on a variety of metrics 
that could include a matrix of such 
measures as citation pattern, linking 
volume, and access statistics. 
Gerry McKiernan, “Peer Review in the Internet Age: Five (5) Easy Pieces,” 
Against the Grain 16, no. 3 (June 2004): 50, 52-55. Self-archived at 
http://www.public.iastate.edu/~gerrymck/FiveEasyPieces.pdf 
New Metrics (1) 
Five Easy Pieces 
 Open Peer Review 
 Commentary-Based 
 Community-Based 
 Usage-Based 
 Citation-Based 
Gerry McKiernan, “Peer Review in the Internet Age: Five (5) Easy Pieces,” 
Against the Grain 16, no. 3 (June 2004): 50, 52-55. Self-archived at 
http://www.public.iastate.edu/~gerrymck/FiveEasyPieces.pdf 
  Usage counts of a work 
  Automatically extracted citation 
information with a scope beyond the ISI- 
core journals 
  Amount of discussion generated by a 
paper submitted in a system with open 
peer review and peer comment 
Alison Buckholtz,  Raf Dekeyser,  Melissa Hagemann, Thomas Krichel, and Herbert 
Van de Sompe, “Open Access: Restoring Scientific Communication to Its Rightful 
Owners,” European  Science Foundation Policy Briefing 21 (April 2003): 1-8. 
http://www.esf.org/publication/157/ESPB21.pdf 
New Metrics (2) 
http://www.google.com/technology/ 
Linking 
EPILOGUE 
“We’reNotInKansasAnyMore … .” 
http://www.infoplease.com/atlas/state/minnesota.html 
Rivers of Change (1) 
http://www.mapsofworld.com/usa/states/minnesota/minnesota-river-map.html 
http://www.atlassian.com/software/confluence/ 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Disruptive_technology 
Rivers of Change (2) 
Paradigm Shift  
MIND SHIFT  
http://www.madmag.com/ 
PROTOTYPE 
STAY TUNED 
Wiki Resources 
WikiBibliography 
 http://www.public.iastate.edu/~CYBERSTACKS/ 
WikiBib.htm 
SandBox(sm): Wiki Applications and Uses 
http://www.public.iastate.edu/~CYBERSTACKS/ 
SandBox.htm  

</ENDQUOTE> (1) 
“The Medium is  
 the Message, 
… 
 the Audience is 
the Content.” 
Marshall McLuhan 
[SOURCE] 
http://www.marshallmcluhan.com/ 
</ENDQUOTE> (2) 
“Hot media are …  
low in participation,  
and cool media are high in 
participation or completion by the 
audience.” 
 Marshall McLuhan 
Understanding Media:  The Extensions of Man.  
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1964), 23. 
HOT / COOL 
CLASSICAL PEER REVIEW  
 ALTERNATIVE PEER REVIEW  
COOL 
</ENDQUOTE> (3) 
“We become what we behold. 
 We shape our tools  
and thereafter  
our tools shape us.” 
 Marshall McLuhan 
 Understanding Media (1964) 
http://www.brainyquote.com/quotes/quotes/m/marshallmc141113.html/ 
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